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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 
SOUTHERN DIVISION 





UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Plaintiff, Case No. 1:20-cr-00183-RJJ 


Hon. Robert J. Jonker 
Chief United States District Judge 


ADAM FOX, 
BARRY CROFT, JR., 
BRANDON CASERTA, 
DANIEL HARRIS, and 
KALEB FRANKS, 
Defendants. 


RESPONSE TO MOTION TO EXCLUDE EVIDENCE [ECF No. 369] 


Defendants, by their respective counsel, oppose the government’s motion to 
exclude the misconduct of its agents. The Defendants will address each request of 
the government in turn: 


I. FORMER AGENT TRASK’S CONVICTION FOR AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULT ON HIS WIFE AND HIS FACEBOOK POSTS. 


a. Trask’s conviction for aggravated assault. 
The defendants agree that Mr. Trask’s misdemeanor conviction for beating his 


wife is not relevant to anything expected to be at issue in this case. 
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When the government sought concurrence in its proposed motion to exclude 
evidence of the Trask assault, Croft’s counsel asked for a disclosure regarding the 
status of the Trask case. The government replied that “As you'll see in my motion, 
we don't believe those items are relevant or admissible, and you will not be 
receiving them unless we call those individuals as witnesses.” 

Defense counsel subsequently learned that Mr. Trask had an agreement to 
plead guilty to a misdemeanor offense which does not appear admissible under Rule 
609. 

b. Trask’s Facebook posts. 

The Government has also requested that this Court issue an order excluding 
any of Mr. Trask’s Facebook posts made during the investigation in this case. The 
Government has not provided the Court or Defendants with the Facebook posts which 
it proposes to exclude!. Mr. Trask’s Facebook page is no longer available for review 
publicly. At a minimum, the request to exclude these Facebook posts is not ripe for 
adjudication as neither the defense nor the Court has sufficient information upon 
which to determine whether the subject Facebook posts are admissible. 

II. AGENT IMPOLA’S PERJURY ALLEGATIONS. 
Like the issue with Mr. Trask, the government refuses to make a disclosure 


regarding the status of the Impola perjury allegations which it passingly refers to as 





1 The government provided counsel with an email from a TV reporter asking 
questions about some inflammatory posts by Agent Trask one of which purportedly 
said “I don’t respect the leader who thinks ‘poor white people with guns should be 
allowed to protest for haircuts and governors should bend to their wishes”. It is not 
clear if these or other posts are the intended target of the government’s motion. 
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“unfounded”. Mot. Exclude, ECF No. 369, PageID.2437. It is of record that a local 
attorney has filed a complaint with the FBI Office of Professional Responsibility 
alleging that Mr. Impola committed perjury in another case. See ECF No. 246-6, 
PageID.1490-1502. 


a. Impola’s misconduct is subject to exploration under Rule 
608(b). 


In United States v. Bryant, 461 F.2d 912, 917 (6th Cir. 1972), relying on Fed. 
R. Civ. P. 43(b), the court explained that while “there is no companion provision in 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, there is even more reason for permitting 
such a practice [of calling adverse parties for cross examination] in criminal cases 
where every proper means of ascertaining the truth should be placed at the 
defendant's disposal.” Id. 

The perjury complaint to the FBI Office of Professional Responsibility and 
our United States Attorney details the fact that Agent Impola obtained a search 
warrant swearing to probable cause that a defendant had committed a crime; then 
testifying under oath twice that he did not have probable cause to believe that the 
defendant had committed a crime. This was the material issue at the hearings 
because the existence of probable cause at a border search would have triggered 
Miranda warnings which were not given. In short, there is ample reason to believe 
Mr. Impola lied under oath on a material issue to the suppression hearing when it 
suited his cause. 

Fed. R. Evid. 608(b) permits a party to inquire on cross examination into 


specific instances of conduct which are probative of truthfulness. See United States 
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v. Hurst, 951 F.2d 1490, 1501 (6th Cir.1991) (upholding the cross-examination of a 
defendant regarding conduct amounting to subornation of perjury), cert. denied, 504 
U.S. 915, 112 S.Ct. 1952, 118 L.Ed.2d 556 (1992); United States v. Zidell, 323 F.3d 
412, 426 (6th Cir. 2003); U.S. v. Holden, 557 F.3d 698, 703 (6th Cir. 2009) (a 
witness's credibility may be attacked on cross-examination through questioning on 
specific instances of conduct relevant to credibility); U.S. v. Frost, 914 F.2d 756, 767 
(6th Cir. 1990) (noting that extrinsic evidence is prohibited under 608(b), and that 
defense counsel are “stuck” with the response given on cross-examination). 

Counsel has asked the government to disclose the status of the perjury 
investigation, but the government refuses to answer. The answer to whether Mr. 
Impola’s alleged perjury is admissible or even worth pursing at trial likely turns on 
the outcome of the investigation. If, for example, Mr. Impola admitted to OPR 
investigators that he perjured himself to obtain a conviction or OPR has 
substantiated the allegations of perjury, it may be a different calculus for counsel 
than if OPR has cleared Mr. Impola. It is not clear why the government won’t 
disclose the outcome of the investigation into allegations it characterizes as 
“unfounded” when a simple disclosure could very well clear Mr. Impola’s name and 
moot this issue in its entirety. 

In any case, the evidence is properly subject to exploration on cross 


examination pursuant to Rule 608(b) when the defense calls Agent Impola. 
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Ill. SA CHAMBERS EXEINTEL BUSINESS IS REVEANT AND 
ADMISSIBLE 


FBI Agent Jayson Chambers was one of the lead investigators in this case. 
He was the handler for CHS Dan along with Agent Impola. He authored 227 FD- 
1023 reports that were relied upon by other agents. 

Before the FBI began investigating these Defendants, in summer of 2019, 
Agent Chambers incorporated a company known as Exeintel in New Mexico. 
Exeintel purported to provide intelligence services in the private sector utilizing the 
skillset Chambers acquired and developed as a Special Agent for the FBI. Although 
still employed with the Bureau, he was making plans to leave the FBI and monetize 
his skillset and knowledge for his own financial gain which is in violation of the 
longstanding Bureau policies. In late 2019, SA Chambers was actively pitching 
Exeintel’s services and attempting to earn as much as $6,000,000 on these proposed 
contracts. See Business Proposal, Ex. A. 

In April 2019, Chambers emailed one potential business partner that he 
planned on leaving the Bureau to begin to work with Exeintel full time as soon as it 
was “funded”. See Email, Ex. B. In this email, he also mentioned that he had helped 
to pioneer a 3D laser scanning and modeling technique while he was working with 
the Bureau and that he planned on using it further once he was out of the public 
sector and working with Exeintel. 

As part of Mr. Chambers’ attempts to “make this enterprise a success”, he 
shared his resume with the potential customer to show his qualifications. 


Chambers’ resume highlighted his involvement in other domestic terrorism cases he 
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had investigated in his capacity as an FBI Special Agent, including one that was 
still pending. See Resume, Ex. C. At the time that Agent Chambers sent his resume 
to try to secure “fund|[ing]” for Exeintel so that he could leave the FBI, the Muse 
case which he highlighted on his resume was still pending in this Court and no 
defendants had yet entered pleas. See United States v. Muse et al, 1:19-cr-00025- 
RJJ. On information and belief, neither Chambers nor the government disclosed to 
the Muse defendants that Mr. Chambers was trying to leverage his role in their 
prosecution for his own financial gain. 

The government claims that Mr. Chambers “decided to remain with the FBI, 
and left the Exeintel project without ever making a deal with a client or deriving 
any financial benefit.” Mot. Exclude, ECF No. 369, PageID.2431. However, what 
they don’t say speaks volumes. The government doesn’t say when Mr. Chambers 
“left the Exeintel project”. However, public records show that Mr. Chambers didn’t 
move to dissolve Exeintel LLC until October 29, 2021. See Cert. of Dissolution, Ex. 
D. 

The government won't tell defendants whether Mr. Chambers ever disclosed 
Exeintel or received approval for this outside business from the FBI. Because of the 
apparent conflict of interest, Defense Counsel has asked for a disclosure regarding 
the outcome of any Office of Professional Responsibility or Inspector General 
investigations into Mr. Chambers’ conduct. The government refuses to tell the 


defense what happened with these investigations. 
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Through its own investigation, the defense has found some people to whom 
Chambers pitched his services. The government refuses to make any disclosures 
regarding the other potential buyers of Chambers’ services or the timing of any of 
his attempts to sell his services. 

There is no question that Mr. Chambers was attempting to monetize his 
position as an FBI agent by using his prosecution of other defendants in the months 
leading up to defendants’ arrests. There is also no question that Mr. Chambers 
owned the Exeintel company until October 2021 and held himself out as the CEO. 
See Business Proposal, Ex. A. There is no question that as late as Fall 2019, Mr. 
Chambers was providing quotes that ranged from tens of thousands of dollars to 
millions. Id. 

Furthermore, there was a public twitter account that went by the handle 
@Ravagiing. The Twitter profile represented that it was run by the CEO of Exeintel. 
It put out cryptic tweets that related directly to the present case and throughout the 
supposed kidnapping plot against Governor Whitmer. The tweets would indicate 
that something was to happen “soon... MICHIGAN soon” and, just hours before the 
coordinated takedowns of the defendants here, the account tweeted that “a lot more 
[is] coming soon.” Ken Bensinger, Jessica Garrison, A Right-Wing Troll Appears To 
Have Tweeted About An FBI Investigation Into The Michigan Kidnapping Plot 
Before It Went Public, Buzzfeed News (Aug. 26, 2021), 


https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/kenbensinger/fbi-agent-michigan-right-wing- 





troll-cybersecurity-twitter. 
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All evidence indicates that Mr. Chambers was trying to turn Exeintel into a 
profitable business. And the government doesn’t deny this. This becomes a clear 
source of bias and motive when Mr. Chambers has proven that he has used his 
professional position and expertise for his own financial gain by touting his role in 
the prosecution of the Muse defendants and others. See Chambers’ Resume, Ex. C. 
If he is willing to monetize other ongoing investigations for his own gain, it is not a 
stretch to believe that the arrests in this case, which has been characterized as one 
of the highest profile domestic counterterrorism operations in the history of the 
United States, was also driven by Chambers’ desire to write his own ticket for 
Exeintel. 


a. Chambers was an integral part of the investigation whose 
misconduct infected the actions of other agents. 


Agents routinely rely on the investigative work of other agents as being 
accurate and undertaken in good faith. Mr. Chambers was a leading figure in the 
investigation and his misbehavior, even if unknown to the other agents, altered the 
course of the investigation. 

The government has taken the position that telling the jury about his 
misconduct with Exeintel would cause the jury to be misled or invite it to punish 
Chambers for his subversion of basic professional practices. The concern being that 
the jury would resolve the case on Chambers’ wrongdoing and not on the questions of 
guilt or innocence of the defendants for the crimes charged. 

The existence of Exeintel and the possibility of the financial incentive it 


created for Chambers is relevant to more than just the question of whether Chambers 
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broke the rules. The existence of the side business, which attempted to monetize his 
FBI investigative work for his own benefit, is also relevant to the raised entrapment 
defense, which at its core, challenges the integrity and good faith of the investigation. 

The government writes: 

Even assuming for the sake of argument that SA Chambers leaked law 

enforcement information to Exeintel (like the agent in Malpeso) that 

evidence simply does not support the inference that dozens of FBI 
agents, State Troopers and other law enforcement personnel set up 
innocent people for his private pecuniary gain. 

Mot. Exclude, ECF No. 369 PageID.2437. 

The Government attempts to minimize the involvement of Chambers and the 
unique level of influence his work had on the investigation. Chambers was the 
primary FBI contact with the central informant in this case, CHS Dan. Chambers 
recruited CHS Dan for the mission to infiltrate the Wolverine Watchman in March 
of 2020. Chambers supervised CHS Dan on a near daily basis the following seven 
months. 

The FBI maintains a reporting system to assure the proper and reliable 
reporting and memorializing of its investigative efforts. Each FBI contact with a 
CHS is documented on form FD-1023. CHS Dan reported nearly exclusively to 
Chambers throughout the course of the investigation. 

Mr. Chambers was in a unique position to control the direction of the 
investigation and craft the paper trail which influenced other agents. Chambers 


was responsible for tasking CHS Dan during the investigation. He listened in real 


time to CHS Dan’s recordings and committed them to writing through 227 separate 
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FBI-1023 reports which were relied upon by other agents. 2 The defense expects to 
show at trial that Chambers’ reports did not accurately reflect what happened at 
various recorded meetings, but rather reflected Chambers’ pervasive narrative that 
the defendants intended to kidnap the governor. 

b. Defendants have a right to present a complete defense which 


exposes the shortcomings in the investigation and the motive 
of the agents to entrap them. 


Chambers’ ownership interest in Exeintel is the “why” behind what 
Chambers did during his investigation: the inaccurate reports, the tasking of CHS 
Dan, violating CHS handling policies, his creative efforts to design and implement a 
plot to kidnap the governor, and his efforts to entrap the defendants. 

It is an undeniable facet of our jurisprudence that whether “in the Due 
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment or in the Compulsory Process or 
Confrontation clauses of the Sixth Amendment the Constitution guarantees 
criminal defendants ‘a meaningful opportunity to present a complete defense.” 
Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683, 690 (S.C. 1986) (quotations omitted). It is integral 
to the defense case to be able to present a complete defense by showing that 
Chambers had an interest, bias, and motive in utilizing this investigation to 
promote his business as he has shown that he has utilized previous ongoing cases in 
his attempts to make money from Exeintel. The government is free to dispute it, but 


one view of the evidence is that Chambers ignored CHS policies or directed CHS 





2 See Ex. E. — Chart identifying the FD-1023 forms relating to the management and 
activities of CHS Dan. 
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Dan to entrap these defendants to help sell his services for Exeintel and personally 
profit. 

This incentive may explain why SA Chambers participated in the August 9, 
2020 phone call with CHS Dan and Adam Fox, wherein CHS Dan suggested that 
Mr. Fox may wish to engage in alternate, less serious property crimes involving 
Governor Whitmer. CHS Dan was specifically admonished by the FBI to not 
“suggest ideas”. Yet SA Chambers participated in, was privy to, and a part of this 
conversation where CHS Dan was violating the admonishment. 

The defense has the ability and opportunity, “to attack not only the probative 
value of crucial physical evidence and the circumstances in which it was found, but 
the thoroughness and even the good faith of the investigation. . .” United States v. 
Cook, No. 3:17-CR-65 (SRU), 2019 WL 4247988, at *18 (D. Conn. Sept. 6, 

2019), aff'd sub nom. United States v. Mickens, No. 20-258, 2021 WL 3136083 (2d 
Cir. July 26, 2021), cert. denied sub nom. Hunter v. United States, 142 S. Ct. 515 
(2021), and cert. denied, No. 21-6081, 2021 WL 5763284 (U.S. Dec. 6, 2021), 

and cert. denied sub nom. Cook v. United States, No. 21-6091, 2021 WL 5763285 
(U.S. Dec. 6, 2021) quoting Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419, 445 (S.C. 1995). 

The Cook court elaborated on the Kyles analysis by explaining that the 
government in Kyles had committed a Brady violation by not revealing exculpatory 
evidence made by an informant who “made the case” against the defendant. Cook, 
WL 4247938 at 18. If the defense had the statements made by the informant, then 


the informant could have been called as an adverse witness or used the statements 


11 


Case 1:20-cr-00183-RJJ ECF No. 388, PagelD.2651 Filed 12/31/21 Page 12 of 18 


in their questioning of the police and “attacked the reliability of the investigation.” 
Id. While, the Cook court says that Kyles does not stand for the proposition that the 
defense can call into question the government’s investigative techniques “based on 
mere speculation with respect to an alternative suspect, about whom there was no 
evidence in the record,” here it is beyond question that Mr. Chambers was 
attempting to leverage his success in criminal investigations performed for the FBI 
for his personal profit. Id. at 19. 

In this case, looking into Chambers’ history with Exeintel and his desire to 
monetize it during an ongoing investigation is not calling into question the 
investigation “with respect to an alternative suspect,” but rather it is “attack[ing] 
not only the probative value of crucial physical evidence and the circumstances in 
which it was found, but the thoroughness and even the good faith of the 
investigation...” Kyles, 514 U.S. 419 at 445. When an agent, like Chambers, is 
focused on using his active investigations on behalf of the government as a selling 
point to make money in his private business, it raises a serious question about 
whether the agent is conducting the investigations in good faith or is instead 
motivated to make arrests for personal financial gain. 

Trying to make a financial gain off an ongoing investigation by a special 
agent assigned to the case would unequivocally give the agent a bias or a motive to 
ensure a conviction or at the very least an arrest. Bias includes “the relationship 
between a party and a witness which might lead the witness to slant, unconsciously 


or otherwise, [her] testimony in favor of or against a party.” In re Davol, Inc./C.R. 
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Bard, Inc., Polypropylene Hernia Mesh Products Liability Litigation, 510 F.Supp.3d 
538, 555 (S.D. Ohio 2020). If Chambers had a bias or motive to make money off this 
investigation through his private intelligence company, this would raise a Kyles- 
type of situation where the thoroughness and even the good faith of the 
investigation could be called into question. Davol goes on to say that, “Extrinsic 
testimony, or that elicited by cross examination to show the bias or interest of a 
witness in a cause, covers a wide range and the field of external circumstances from 
which probable bias or interest may be inferred is infinite. The rule encompasses all 
facts and circumstances which, when tested by human experience, tend to show 
that a witness may shade his testimony for the purpose of helping to establish one 
side of a cause only.” Id. at 556, quoting Majestic v. Louisville & N.R. Co., 147 F.2d 
621, 627 (6th Cir. 1945). 

Furthermore, this evidence is, as Davis v. Alaska states, “subject to 
exploration at trial, and is ‘always relevant as discrediting the witness and affecting 
the weight of his testimony.” Davis v. Alaska, 94 S.Ct. 1105, 1110 (S.C. 1974). The 
government may say it does not intend to call Chambers and thus his testimony is 
out of reach, or rather that this evidence or his testimony is precluded by Rule 
608(b), but Davol and, ironically, Chambers v. Mississippi rebuff this proposition. 
Davol states that when evidence is offered to show bias, rather than untruthfulness, 
is not precluded by Rule 608. In re Davol, 510 F.Supp.3d 538, 557. The court goes on 
to quote the Supreme Court in saying that, “’[i]t would be a strange rule of law 


which held that relevant, competent evidence which tended to show a bias on the 
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part of a witness was nonetheless inadmissible because it also tended to show that 
the witness was a liar.” Id. Likewise, Chambers states a defendant’s Sixth 
Amendment rights are not predicated upon whether a witness is called by either the 
state or the defense. Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284, 93 S.Ct. 1038, 35 
L.Ed.2d 297 (1978). 

However, even if Chambers is not called as a witness, his motive behind the 
investigation was improperly slanted to make money for his own personal benefit. 
The Supreme Court has said that Congressional investigations “conducted solely for 
the personal aggrandizement of the investigators or to ‘punish’ those investigated 
are indefensible.” Watkins v. U.S., 354 U.S. 178, 187 (S.C. 1957). While Chambers is 
not a congressman, he is an arm of the executive branch and an agent of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation; an agency tasked with carrying out the laws that 
Congress enacts. His work with Exeintel had improperly slanted his investigation 
and it was conducted for his “personal aggrandizement”. Regardless of his status as 
a government witness or not, his improper bias and motive should not be held out of 
reach simply because the government does not want to bring his misdeeds of the 
lead case agent to the stand. 

It is undeniable that Chambers was trying to monetize Exeintel as early as 
2019 and given the pricing quotes that he was sending to a potential customer, he 
was trying to make an exorbitant amount of money off of this business. He was even 
willing to use an ongoing investigation in United States v Muse to try and prove his 


credentials and qualifications to a potential customer. The case of Ray v. Bauman 


14 


Case 1:20-cr-00183-RJJ ECF No. 388, PagelD.2654 Filed 12/31/21 Page 15 of 18 


states that bias includes mere “employment or business relationships’ with a party. 
..” Ray v. Bauman, 326 F.Supp.3d 445, 470 (E.D. Mich. 2018). The fact that 
Chambers was attempting, in his own words, to “make this enterprise a success” by 
using an ongoing investigation as proof of his skillset, running Exeintel as the CEO 
while he was still employed with the FBI, and actively working on this case would 
show a bias on his behalf to keep the investigation going and secure a conviction(s) 
or a motive to keep it going to earn money through this business. This would cast a 
very negative light on the “good faith” of the investigation as a whole. 


c. It is irrelevant that the government claims Chambers never 
actually earned money through Exeintel. 


Chambers remained as the CEO of Exeintel until October 29, 2021, when he 
dissolved the company. Meaning, throughout the investigation and post-arrest all 
the way until after the initial trial date he remained in his capacity as the owner 
and CEO of Exeintel. The government claims, while refusing to answer basic 
questions about Mr. Chambers’ involvement, that he was a failure in his attempts 
to earn money through Exeintel, but this is irrelevant considering the bias that it 
cast upon the investigation. 

Failure or not, Chambers had an expectancy interest in acquiring money for 
Exeintel. Within the Sixth Circuit, it is well established that expectancy interests 
are subject to cross-examination during trial. 

In United States v. Stewart, two witnesses for the prosecution were cross- 
examined on “any ‘deals’ they had struck with the government in exchange for their 


testimony.” U.S. v. Stewart, 5 Fed. Appx. 402, 407 (6th Cir. 2001). While each, at 
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first denied having been offered anything, both witnesses admitted that they knew 
of the possibility of a Rule 35 motion. Jd. Additionally, while the defendant 
ultimately lost on his Brady and Jencks violation arguments for not having their 
deals revealed, the court stated that the defense had the ability, and utilized it, to 
cross the witnesses about any deals that may have been made, even if it was not 
effective in achieving their goal. Jd. Similarly, in Balark, defense counsel cross- 
examined other witnesses and co-defendants about “their motivation to testify and 
benefits they expected to receive.” U.S. v. Balark, 412 Fed.Appx. 810, 812 (6th Cir. 
2011). Much like a snitch who has no promise of leniency and relies instead upon 
the expectation of relief, Chambers too had a pecuniary expectancy in utilizing this 
case and the Muse case to bring profit and contacts to Exeintel. 

The difference that separates the average CEO looking to protect and expand 
his company from Chambers, is that the latter was one of the three lead 
investigators on the case and was utilizing his position, skills, and resources to 
ensure a “successful” thwart of what could be considered one of the biggest alleged 
domestic terrorism plots in the United States. All with his name stamped on it and 
helping to organize and orchestrate the plot through CHS “Dan”. 

CONCLUSION 

Because Impola’s prior false testimony is relevant to his truthfulness, the 

Defense should be permitted to inquire into it on cross examination, subject to the 


limitations on the use of extrinsic evidence. 
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Because Chambers’ used his active investigations working for the FBI in 
order to attempt to make millions of dollars for himself, the Defense should be 
permitted to explore how this financial incentive impacted the good faith and 
integrity of the investigation in this matter. 


Respectfully submitted: 


Dated: December 31, 2021 [sl Joshua A. Blanchard 
Joshua A. Blanchard 
Attorney for Barry Gordon Croft, Jr. 
BLANCHARD LAW 
309 S. Lafayette St., Ste. 208 
Greenville, MI 48838 
616-773-2945 
josh@blanchard.law 





Dated: December 31, 2021 /s/ Christopher Gibbons 
Christopher Gibbons 
Attorney for Adam Fox 





Dated: December 31, 2021 /s/ Scott Graham 
Scott Graham 
Attorney for Kaleb Franks 











Dated: December 31, 2021 /s/ Michael Hills 

Michael Hills 

Attorney for Brandon Caserta 
Dated: December 31, 2021 /s/ Julia Kelly 

Julia Kelly 


Attorney for Daniel Harris 
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Certificate of Compliance with LCrR 47.2(b)(ii) 
I certify that this motion and brief contains 4,140 countable words as defined 
by LCrR 47.2(b)() and as calculated by Microsoft Word 16.55. 


Dated: December 31, 2021 /s/ Joshua A. Blanchard 
Joshua A. Blanchard 
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Exhibit A 


Chambers’ Exeintel Business Proposal 
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Sent: Friday, November 8, 2019 11:04 AM 
To: 

Cc: jcexeintel@gmail.com; ceo @exeintel.com 
Subject: Exelntel Service Quotes 


Please see the attachment for Exelntel Service quotes for the three scenarios we 
discussed on Monday. 
We greatly look forward to working with your company. 


You can also reach me at the emails copied above: jcexeintel@gmail.com, 
and ceo@exeintel.com. 


Thank you. 
Jayson 
== 


General Quotes 


for pdf 
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QUEM SCIF> 





General Quotes for Salamander 
Re: Three Primary Scenarios 


Date: November 2, 2019 


Contact: ceo@exeintel.com 
Referral: Jayson Chambers 
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General Quotes for Salamander, Three Primary Scenarios, November 1, 2019 


Table Of Contents: 


I. Introduction 

ll. Scenario 1: General Event Vetting and Monitoring 

lll. Scenario 2: Emergency Event Vetting and Monitoring 
IV. Scenario 3: Mass Database Vetting 


V. Conclusion 


1 www.Exelntel.com 
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General Quotes for Salamander, Three Primary Scenarios, November 1, 2019 


I. Introduction 


Meeting on October 28, 2019 
On October 28, 2019, President of Salamander Technologies Robert Reiss and Exelntel 

CEO Jayson Chambers held an in-person meeting in Swartz Creek, Michigan. Conversation 
during that meeting included discussion of the various types of clients that Salamander 
Technologies serve and the types of services that Exelntel provides. Further conversation 
explored possible ways that Exelntel services could be used to supplement services already 
provided by Salamander Technologies to existing clientele. To that end, the following three 
generalized scenarios and Exelntel involvement were developed: 

e General Event: Vetting and Monitoring 

e Mass Disaster/Emergency Event: Vetting and Monitoring 

e Mass Database Vetting and Information Supplementation 


Exelntel has developed generalized quotes for these services as described, which are 
being submitted for Salamander Technologies consideration. The quotes are included below. 
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General Quotes for Salamander, Three Primary Scenarios, November 1, 2019 
ll. Scenario 1: General Event Vetting and Monitoring 


Description 

The General Event Scenario involves clients utilizing Salamander Technologies for 
pre-planned event of significant size. These events are large enough to require physical security 
services, which are usually provided by local law enforcement. These events also include large 
numbers of volunteers or event workers who are present at the event and may have access to 
sensitive security areas and/or equipment. Salamander Technologies provides systems for 
providing and tracking access to these areas and equipment. 


With these precautions and systems in place, the primary security weakness is the 
“insider threat”, which will most likely come through the volunteers and/or vendors. Exelntel 
proposes to address this security weakness by providing online vetting and monitoring services 
specifically tailored to each event. Specifically, Exelntel will: 

e Use data submitted to Salamander Technologies by the volunteers or workers 
involved to complete Exelntel’s online vetting process. The online vetting would 
be specifically tailored to address the event’s regional, topical, and possibly 
political threat picture. Any items of concern would be flagged and reported. 
Items of lower concern could be submitted for future online monitoring. 

e Provide true 24/7 threat monitoring for the specific event before and during the 
scheduled activities. For a more complete threat monitoring picture, Exelntel 
recommends online threat monitoring for one month before the scheduled event. 
Online monitoring includes continual searches of the dark web and analysis of 
possibly harmful actors or groups. Identified threats would be immediately 
flagged and reported. Exelntel would then coordinate with the client’s security 
personnel on future steps to address the identified threat. 

e Perform exhaustive online investigation immediately on reported incidents or 
individuals upon the client’s request. These investigations could be automatically 
triggered through flags in Salamander Technologies systems. Specifically, an 
investigation could be immediately triggered if a tagged individual is in an area in 
which they have not been given access, is moving items which are not tagged to 
them, etc. 


Examples of the General Event Scenario included PGA Tour Tournaments and NCAA 
Division | football seasons. Both of those examples involve large amounts of volunteers or 
vendors, large physical spaces, large amounts of equipment, etc. 


Quote 


Exelntel proposes the following general prices for the services as described above: 
e Initial Vetting Process: $200 per individual submitted 


3 www.Exelntel.com 


Case 1:20-cr-00183-RJJ ECF No. 388-1, PagelD.2664 Filed 12/31/21 Page 7 of 12 


General Quotes for Salamander, Three Primary Scenarios, November 1, 2019 


e Online Monitoring: $1,200 per day or $25,000 per month. This includes specific 
online investigative activity as requested. 


Examples 
For the PGA Tour event with 150 volunteers/vendors as described above, a theoretical 
quote could be: 
Initial Vetting Processes: $30,000 
Online Monitoring, Two Weeks: $16,800 
Total Cost: $46,800 


Initial Vetting Process: $30,000 
Online Monitoring, One Month: $25,000 
Total Cost: $55,000 


For the NCAA Division | football season with 150 volunteers/vendors and six home 
games over four months, a theoretical quote could be: 
e Initial Vetting Processes: $30,000 
e Online Monitoring, Four Months: $100,000 
e Total Cost: $130,000 
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General Quotes for Salamander, Three Primary Scenarios, November 1, 2019 


lll. Scenario 2: Emergency Event Vetting and 
Monitoring 


Description 

The Emergency Event Scenario involves clients utilizing Salamander Technologies for 
on-site management of large scale emergency events. These events include natural disasters 
like hurricanes, wildfires, volcanic eruptions, etc, as well as terrorism-related events. 
Salamander Technologies provides systems for clients like FEMA tagging people and 
equipment, and tracking access to sensitive areas and equipment. 


In these types of events, Salamander Technologies creates tags for large numbers of 
previously unknown individuals. There exists a real threat of equipment loss, damage, 
sabotage, etc. through completely unknown individuals receiving access to sensitive areas and 
equipment. Also, especially in terrorism-related events, follow-on or copy-cat style attacks are 
unfortunately all too common. Exelntel proposes to address these issues by providing online 
vetting and monitoring services specifically tailored to the emergency event. Specifically, 
Exelntel will: 

e Use data submitted to Salamander Technologies during its tagging process to 
complete an expedited version of Exelntel’s online vetting process. The online 
vetting would be specifically tailored to address the emergency event’s threat 
picture. 

e Perform standard Exelntel online vetting process on individuals that warrant more 
attention. Any items of concern would be flagged and reported. Items of lower 
concern could be submitted for future online monitoring. 

e Provide true 24/7 threat monitoring for the specific event immediately and 
following the emergency event. Online monitoring would continue at the client’s 
discretion. Online monitoring includes continual searches of the dark web and 
analysis of possibly harmful actors or groups. Identified threats would be 
immediately flagged and reported. Exelntel would then coordinate with the 
client's security personnel on future steps to address the identified threat. 

e Perform exhaustive online investigation immediately on reported incidents or 
individuals upon the client’s request. These investigations could be automatically 
triggered through flags in Salamander Technologies systems. Specifically, an 
investigation could be immediately triggered if a tagged individual is in an area in 
which they have not been given access, is moving items which are not tagged to 
them, etc. 


Examples of the Emergency Event Scenario include Salamander Technologies’ work 


with FEMA during the recent volcanic eruptions in Hawaii and hurricane relief efforts in the 
Southeastern United States. Both examples include tagging large amounts of unvetted 
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individuals, tagging large amounts of expensive equipment, and covering large amounts of 
physical space. 


Quote 
Exelntel proposes the following general prices for the services as described above: 
e Initial Vetting Process: $50 per individual submitted, in increments of 50, i.e., 
$2,500 for 50, $5,000 for 100, etc. 
Secondary Vetting Process: $50 per individual 
Online Monitoring: $1,200 per day or $25,000 per month. This includes specific 
online investigative activity as requested. 


Example 
For a general emergency event involving tagging 1,000 people, secondary checks on 50 
people, and online monitoring for one month, a theoretical quote could be: 
Initial Vetting Processes: $50,000 
Secondary Vetting Processes: $2,500 
Online Monitoring, One Month: $25,000 
Total Cost: $77,500 
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IV. Scenario 3: Mass Database Vetting 


Description 

The Mass Database Vetting Scenario involves clients utilizing Salamander Technologies 
for database management. These databases include contact information on specific individuals 
voluntarily provided. An example of such a client included the South Dakota State concealed 
carry permit database. 


These database clients may benefit from online vetting of the listed individuals. 
Enhanced information on the individuals in the databases may significantly increase safety to 
the users of the database. Specifically, for the South Dakota State concealed carry permit 
database, enhanced reports on individuals who may pose a threat would add a significant layer 
of safety to state troopers who may be pulling over a concealed carry permit holder who holds 
anti-police sentiments. Exelntel proposes to address these issues by either providing one-time 
online vetting or an ongoing vetting monitoring services specifically tailored to the database in 
question. Specifically, Exelntel will: 

e Use data from Salamander Technologies database to complete Exelntel’s online 
vetting process. The online vetting would be specifically tailored to address the 
specific database’s threat picture. Reports on any threats would be provided for 
the client’s use. 

e Use data from Salamander Technologies database to complete Exelntel’s online 
vetting process in an ongoing format. All individuals could be re-checked on a 
rotating basis, and possible threat accounts could be flagged for ongoing 
monitoring. Reports would be updated and provided to the client in real-time. 


Quote 
Exelntel proposes the following general prices for the services as described above: 
e One-Time Vetting Process: $150 per individual submitted 
e Ongoing Vetting and Monitoring: Vetting cost at $100 per individual Monthly 
monitoring costs based on the size of the database. 
10,000 individuals = $10,000 per month 
20,000 individuals = $17,500 per month 
30,000 individuals = $25,000 per month 
Greater than 30,000 individuals = $0.75 per individual per month 


O 


O 


O 


Examples 
For a database involving 10,000 individuals, a theoretical quote could be: 
e One-Time Vetting Processes: 10,000 * $150 = $1,500,000 
Or: 
e Ongoing Vetting and Monitoring: 10,000 * $100 = $1,000,000 and $10,000 per 
month afterwards 
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For a database involving 40,000 individuals, a theoretical quote could be: 
e One-Time Vetting Processes: 40,000 * $150 = $6,000,000 
Or: 
e Ongoing Vetting and Monitoring: $6,000,000 and 40,000 * $0.75/Month = 
$30,000 per month afterwards 
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V. Conclusion 


Exelntel greatly appreciates the opportunity to provide these quotes to Salamander 
Technologies. We are open to discussion on how best to partner together to further the interest 
of both parties. 


Please note, expected times completion of the scenarios described above would vary 
based on size and complexity of each case. Larger scale scenarios may require longer 


completion times. Results could be provided in batches if necessary. 


Thank you for your time and consideration. 


Jayson Chambers 
CEO, Exelntel 
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Funding Email from Jayson Chambers 





From: 
Subject: 
Date: 


70: 
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Jayson Chambers’ Resume 
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Subject: 
Date: 


10: 


A 


Jayson 
Chamb...me.pdf 
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Jayson Chambers 


Senior Counter Terrorism Special Agent 
Terrorism on the Internet Expert 

Acting CT Supervisor 

989-370-0648 
jsonchambers@gmail.com 


Education 


Bachelor's of Science in Mechanical Engineering 
Pensacola Christian College - 2005 


Engineering 
2005 - 2010 
Mechanical/Industrial Engineer - Kodiak Group Engineering, Grayling MI 
e CAD Engineering Expert 
e Total Station Operator 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 
2010 - 2015 
Special Agent - FBI Boston 
Terrorist Organizations Targeted: 
e Al Qaeda 
e Tehrik-i-Taliban (TTP) 
Notable Cases: 
e Boston Marathon (2013) 
e Terrorism Enterprise Investigation (2011 - 2015) 


2015 - Present 

Special Agent - FBI Detroit 

Primary Relief Supervisor (2017 - 2019) 

Acting Supervisory Agent (2019) 

Terrorist Organizations Targeted: 
e Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) 
e Lashkar-e-Tayyiba (LeT) 
e Hamas 
e Tehrik-i-Taliban (TTP) 

Notable Case Successes Utilizing Online Undercover Techniques: 
e Khalil Abu-Rayyan (2015 - 2016) 
e Kamran Majeed (2016 - 2018) 
e Muse Muse, Mohammud Muse, and Mohammed Haji (2018 - 2019) 


Case 1:20-cr-00183-RJJ ECF No. 388-3, PagelD.2675 Filed 12/31/21 Page 4 of 4 


2014 - Present 
Evidence Response Team (Boston and Detroit) 
Team Member (2014 - 2016) 
Team Leader (2016 - Present) 
3D Scanner Team Leader (2017 - Present) 
Advanced FBI ERT Trainings: 
e Crime Scene 3D Scanning (Instructor) 
e Advanced Crime Scene Sketching (Instructor) 
e Human Remains Recovery (Body Farm, University of Tennessee Knoxville) 
e Mapping of Human Remains 
e Bullet Trajectory Training 
e Post-Blast Processing 
Crime Scenes / Searches Processed Include: 
Body Recovery Digging Operations 
Murder Scenes 
Bank Robberies 
Terrorism Attacks 
e Prison Searches 
Other Accomplishments of Note: 
e Presented Evidence during the Trial of Boston Marathon Bomber Dzhokhar 
Tsarnaev (2015) 
Certified FARO 3D Scan Operator (December 2017) 
Presented FARO Scan using FARO Scene software in Federal Criminal Court 
during the International Terrorism Trial of Amour Ftouhi (November 2018) 
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Exhibit D 


Exeintel Certificate of Dissolution 


STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
MAGGIE TOULOUSE OLIVER 
SECRETARY OF STATE 





Certificate of Dissolution 
OF 
EXEINTEL LLC 
5868637 


The Office of the Secretary of State certifies that the Articles of Dissolution, duly signed and 
verified pursuant to the provisions of the 


Limited Liability Company Act 53-19-1 to 53-19-74 NMSA 1978 
have been received and are found to conform to law. Accordingly, by virtue of the authority 


vested in it by law, the Office of the Secretary of State issues this Certificate of Dissolution 
and attaches hereto a duplicate of the Articles of Dissolution. 


Dated: October 29, 2021 


In testimony whereof, the Office of the Secretary of State has caused this 
certificate to be signed on this day in the City of Santa Fe, and the seal of 
said office to be affixed hereto. 


Maggie Toulouse Oliver 
Secretary of State 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
MAGGIE TOULOUSE OLIVER 
SECRETARY OF STATE 

Type or Print Legibly 

$25 Filing Fee Limited Liability Company 


Articles of Dissolution 
The undersigned, acting with authority under Section 53-19-41 NMSA 1978 of the New Mexico Limited Liability 
Company Act, adopts the following Articles of Dissolution: 


Article One: “The Current name, DBA name(s) and business ID number of the company: 
EXEINTEL LLC, Business ID #: 5868637 


“The Articles of Organization were initially filed on AR 


*The dates of any amendments: ae 





Article Two: “The event causing the dissolution: (please select the applicable statement) 
BE An event specified in the Articles of Organization or an operating agreement, which is as follows: 





Upon the written consent of members having a majority share of the voting power of all members. 


Bl A majority interest of the remaining members do not give their written consent to continue the business 
of the limited liability company within ninety days after the occurrence of an event of dissociation. 


Article Three: *The name and address of each person who has authority to act for the limited liability company 
in connection with the winding up of its business and affairs is: 

Name Address Cit State Zip code 
Jayson Chambers, 7111 Dixie Hwy #280, Clarkston, Michigan 48346 





Article Four”: | confirm that the limited liability company has resigned as a registered agent or is not currently a 
registered agent for any registered entity in New Mexico. 


Article Five: C] Check only if applicable: The winding up of the business and affairs of the limited liability 
company is being supervised by a court pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph (2) of Subsection A of Section 


42 (53-19-42 NMSA 1978) of the Limited Liability Company Act. 


Jayson Chambers, Member 








Printed Name(s) and Title(s) 





325 DON GASPAR, SUITE 300 | SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501 
PHONE: (505) 827-3600 or (800) 477-3632 | FAX: (505) 827-8081 


WWW.SOS.STATE.NM.US 
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RECEIVED NOV 05 2021 
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ESI 
ar STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
MAGGIE TOULOUSE OLIVER 


SECRETARY OF STATE 


December 14, 2021 


BUSINESS FILINGS INCORPORATED 
8020 EXCELSIOR DRIVE, SUITE 200 
MADISON, WI 53717 


RE: EXEINTEL LLC 
Business ID #: 5868637 


The Office of the Secretary of State has approved and filed the Articles of Dissolution 
for the above captioned organization effective October 29, 2021. The enclosed 
Certificate Of Dissolution is evidence of filing, and should become a permanent 
document of the organization’s records. 


If you have any questions, please contact the Business Services Division at (505) 
827-3600 or toll free at 1-800-477-3632 for assistance. 


Business Services Division 





325 DON GASPAR, SUITE 300 | SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501 
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Summary of Jayson Chambers’ FD-1028 
Forms 
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1023: CHS CONTACT SUMMARY — SA JAYSON CHAMBERS 















































Report No. | DateofContact | Bates No. | 
| 1. _| 3-19-20 00112042 
2. 3-17-20 00112040 
3. 3-19-20 | 00114045 
4. 3-20-20 00113048 
5. 3-20-20 00112047 
6. 3-30-20 0112070 
7. 3-30-20 00112058 
8. 3-30-20 00112055 
| 9. | 4-1-20 00112064 | 
10. 4-2-20 | 00112067 | 
. 4-5-20 00112073 | 
vy 00112095 




























00112102 
00112105 













































































































00112118 

16 4-13-20 | 00112115 

| 17 4-13-20 00112123 
18. 4-13-20 | 00112235 

19. 00112237 

20. | 00112146 

21 4-27-20 00112240 

22 4-27-20 00112241 

23 4-27-20 00112150 

24 5-1-20 00112163 

25 5-4-20 | 00112169 

26 5-10-20 | 00112181 

27 5-10-20 00112182 
| 28 5-18-20 00112233 
29. | 5-19-20 00112215 

30. | 00112231 

31 00112298 















00112309 



































00112332 

00112350 

00112371 

| 36 6-13-20 00112404 

37 | 6-14-20 00033426 

38 6-15-20 00033433 

39 6-18-20 00033458 

40 | 6-19-20 00112465 

| M 6-20-20 00033484 
42 | 6-22-20 | 00033533 | 

43 6-23-20 00112440 

44 6-23-20 00033458 

45 6-23-20 00033530 
































































































































46. 6-23-20 00112503 
47. 6-23-20 00033564 
48. | 6-23-20 00112533 
49. 6-24-20 00033611 
50. 6-24-20 00112539 
51. 6-24-20 | 00112554 
52. 6-25-20 00112562 
53. 6-25-20 00112573 
54. 6-28-20 00112604 
55. 6-28-20 00033621 
56. 6-28-20 00036210 
57. 6-29-20 00112578 
58. 6-30-20 | 00112587 
59. | 6-30-20 00036237 
60. 7-1-20 00036221 
61. 7-2-20 00036292 
62. | 7-6-20 | 00036318 
63. | 7-7-20 00112683 | 
64. 7-9-20 00036329 
65. 7-12-20 00036338 
66. 7-12-20 00112656 
67. 7-13-20 | 00112674 
68. 7-13-20 00036352 
69. | 7-13-20 00036361 
70. | 7-13-20 00036345 
71. 7-15-20 00036409 
72. | 7-15-20 00112727 
7-16-20 00036424 























00036412 
75. 00112699 | 
76. 7-20-20 00112719 















00036380 
00112685 
00112687 
00036398 
00112722 














00112696 

















7-21-20 00036440 | 
84. | 7-21-20 00112760 
85. 7-21-20 00112753 | 
86. 7-22-20 0003470 





















00112766 












; 7-23-20 00036478 
89. 7-24-20 00112780 | 
90. 7-29-20 00112788 
91. 7-29-20 00112785 
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1023: 
92. 7-29-20q | 00112793 | 
93. 7-29-20 00036515 | 
94. 7-29-20 00036526 | 
95. 7-29-20 00036540 | 
| 96. 7-29-20 00112807 
97. | 7-29-20 00112783 | 
| 98. 7-29-20 00112817 | 
99. 8-3-20 00112826 
100. 8-2-20 00112831 | 
101. 8-3-20 00112833 
102. 8-3-20 00038568 
103. | 8-12-20 00112840 
104. 8-12-20 00112849 
105. 8-12-20 00112855 
106. 8-12-20 00038599 
107. 8-12-20 00112869 
108. 8-12-20 00112860 
109. 8-12-20 00112865 | 
110 8-12-20 00112877 
111. 8-12-20 00112883 
112. 8-12-20 00112885 
113. 8-16-20 00038648 
114. 8-16-20 00038630 
[| 115. |8-12-20 |00112855 
116. 8-16-20 | 00112904 
117. 8-16-20 00112902 
118. 8-16-20 | 00112909 
| 119. 8-16-20 00112907 
120. 8-16-20 00112919 
121. 8-16-20 | 00038663 
122. 8-18-20 | 00112961 
123. 8-18-20 00038699 
124. 8-18-20 00112936 
125. 8-23-20 00038706 
126. 8-23-20 00038723 
127. 8-23-20 00112991 
128. | 8-23-20 | 00038718 
129. 8-23-20 00112969 
130. 8-23-20 | 00038742 
131. 8-23-20 00112993 
| B2 8-21-20 00038749 
133. 8-22-20 | 00038773 | 
134. 8-23-20 00113027 
8-23-20 00040914 
00113126 
00112979 
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138. | 8-23-20 | 00113129 
139. 8-23-20 00113123 
140. 8-24-20 00040899 
141. 8-24-20 | 00113111 
142. 8-25-20 00113101 
143. | 8-25-20 00040876 
144. | 8-25-20 00113094 
145. 8-26-20 | 00113083 
146. 8-26-20 | 00113076 
147. 8-26-20 00040871 
148. | 8-26-20 00113087 
149. 8-26-20 | 00113090 
150. 8-26-20 00113080 
151. 8-26-20 00113066 
152. 8-27-20 00040846 
153. 8-27-20 00040856 
154. 8-28-20 | 00040829 
155. 8-29-20 | 00113052 
156. 8-29-20 00040838 
157. 8-29-20 00040826 
158. 8-29-20 00113052 
159. 8-29-20 | 00040815 | 
160. 8-30-20 00113043 
161. | 8-31-20 | 00040804 
162. 8-31-20 | 00040810 | 
163. 9-1-20 00040795 
164. 9-1-20 00041200 | 
165. 9-1-20 00113278 
166. 9-1-20 ~ | 00113140 
167. 9-2-20 | 00113135 
168. 9-2-20 00113144 | 
169. 9-3-20 00041174 
170. 9-3-20 00113256 
171. 9-9-20 00041120 
172. 9-5-20 00113205 
| T3. 9-5-20 | 00113207 
174. 9-5-20 00041094 
175. 9-7-20 00113197 
176. 9-7-20 | 00041073 
177. 9-8-20 00113164 
178. 9-8-20 00041045 
179. 9-8-20 | 00041038 
180. 9-8-20 00041017 | 
181. 9-9-20 00041366 
182. 9-9-20 00041366 
183. 9-9-20 00113347 








Case 1:20-cr-00183-RJJ ECF No. 388-5, PagelD.2683 Filed 12/31/21 Page 4 of 6 
1023: CHS CONTACT SUMMARY — SA JAYSON CHAMBERS 




















































































































184. | 9-16-20 00113347 
185. 9-9-20 00041392 
186. 9-16-20 00041334 
187. 9-13-20 00041327 
188. | 9-13-20 00113659 
189. 9-13-20 00047185 
190. 9-13-20 00047193 
191. 9-15-20 00113298 
192. 9-15-20 00113286 
193. 9-15-20 00113283 
194. 9-21-20 00113448 
195. 9-17-20 00041513 
196. 9-21-20 00041532 
197. 9-17-20 00113426 
198. 9-17-20 00113435 
199. 9-18-20 00041497 
200. | 9-18-20 00041504 
201. | 9-19-20 00041484 
202. | 9-19-20 00113397 
203. 9-21-20 00113387 
204. 9-21-20 00041409 
205. | 9-22-20 00113466 
206. | 9-23-20 00113494 
207. 9-23-20 00113485 
208. | 9-24-20 00041609 
209. 9-24-20 00113502 
210. [9-27-20 00041651 
211. [9-27-20 00041665 
212. | 9-28-20 00041571 
213. 9-29-20 00041914 
214. | 9-29-20 00113655 
215. 9-29-20 00113637 
216. 9-30-20 00113624 
217. 10-1-20 00041889 
218. 10-1-20 00113604 
219. | 10-2-20 00113574 
220. 10-2-20 00113582 
221. 10-3-20 00113554 
222. 10-3-20 00041845 
223. 10-3-20 00113547 
224. 10-3-20 00113541 
225. 10-7-20 | 00113679 
226. 10-8-20 Unknown 
227. 10-8-20 Unknown 
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Date of Contact Bates No. 


1. | 4-4-20 00112083 
2. | 4-13-20 00112235 





| 4-20-20 00112237 





3 
4 














[ 5-14-20 | 00112575 | 
5, | 5-28-20 00113681 
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| | Date of Contact | Bates No. | 
C ee 








